VBOCU!BHT RESUBE

.; .

I 4

, BED 123 772 3 EA %08 328
: R & : )
g AUTHOPR #illis, George; McKinney, W. Lynh
A .- TITLE Soke Alternatives fer Alternative Curricula.
PUB DATE 2pr 76
’ NOTE 34p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
‘ American Educational Besearch A'ssociation (San
. : Francisco, Califormnia, April 19-23, 1976) N
- 3 ’ ' ’
DRS PRICE W KP-$0.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage. .
DESCRIPTORS Conceptnal Schemes; Curriculum Development; ‘
. . "*Educational Alternatives; Zducational Innovation; |

Elementary Secondary Education; *Experimental

Curriculum; Individualized Curriculum; *Literature

Reviews; *Models ‘

IDERTIFIERS *Granris School HModel |
> - .E ,
, ABSTRACT . :

This “paper examines current practices and recent
literature ir the area of educational alternatives and concludes that -
the alternative curricula movement has failed to provide a broad -

-range of curricular alternatives that may be.selected to fit the
needs and interests of individual students and teachers. The amthors
argue that'a theoretical and practical basis for differentiating
curricular alternatives is needed, and they suggest that Grannis's
model of "family," "factory,” and "corporate® schools provides a
useful theoretical basis.’ The second half of the paper explicates
Grannis's model 2pd discusses its implications for curricular
alternatives in terms of such practical considerations as school
operatlons, schoql organlzatlon, and educat10nal evaluation. .

' (Author/JG) ¢ . ) .
] '\ -
/

:######*4###########y#######&##**@*####**## EXRRRREE R RRRERRR KRR KRR KRR
* . Documents acquirel by ERIC .include ny informal unpublished
* paterials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort
.. % to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal
" ,.'® reproducibility are often encodntered and this affects the guality
- % of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available
.. %t yia-the”ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDES). EDRS is not
. * responsible for- the guality of the origimal documént. Beproduct ions

. * supplied by EDRS are the best ‘that can be .made from the original.
‘¢¢¢:*t***::*##t::t*::*t::#::#:t}*:::##t:**:::::::::::::t*****t***#ttt&

WHERAA R RN

4




Pr
San F

-
. . ; ,
. . * }‘
‘ s’
'
’ y
\ [
. ' ‘. . rd
* US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
S5 M EDUCAYTION & WELFARE
. RATIORAL INSTITUTEDF
/ EDUCATION
1S DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO
DUCED EXACTLY AS REEEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR DRGANITATION ORIGIN i

AZING 'T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NQT NECESSARILY REPRE
SEMTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
£OUCATION POLITION-OR POLICY

' "USOME ALTERNATIVES FOR ALTERMATIVE CURRICULA

-

George Hillis and W. Lynn-McKinney -
"University of Rhode Island

.
.

S,

‘e

\

» N

!

.

ted at the Annual Meéeting of thc American Educat1ona1 Research Associattion,
anc1sco, California, Aprml, 1976.°




6
v ropen e
’

z
B

An increasingly major issue in curriculum 1iteraturechl'ng recent

years has been the deveﬁopment and imp]ementation'of so-called "alternative"

forms of curricula. The rise of this issue probably represents a hea]thy

~

tendency within the 11terature and within curr1qu1um.

practice, particularly to the extent that prevailing theory and practite
haye been based on a relatively narrow set of'assumpjjbns and- norms.
Nonetheless, our selective review of the” existing literature deaiing with

alternative curricula and our observat1ons of schoo]s and of curr1cu1um

D

projects osténs1H1y 1mp1ehentang such a]ternat1ves have convinced us that

L3

/

/

serious shortc0m1ngs ax15t w1th1n current efforts to make sense of.and to
operat1ona11ze a]ternatlye curricula. The purpose of this study, therefore, ,

is to'urge the estab1ishmi§t on a sound basis of authentic curricular alter7//
. /
natives, by: (1) identifying thé_principa] shortcomings in current curr}6u1um

—

]1terature and practice, (2) emp11cat1ng the pr1mary theroretical and é?actaca] -

cons1derat10ns involved in sound and authent1c curr1cu]ar a]ternat1ves, and
(3) ‘elucidating these considerations in tenmg/g; an existing model of curricular

a]ternat1ves . R

) The\current literature on a1ternat1ves in educat18n is vq]uminous and .
> ) diverse. It appeaft in a wide var1ety of sources and\ranpes from broad issues
on a]ternat1ves that have 1ittle or noth1ng to do with éurr1cu1a to spec1f1c
proposals,for the )mp]ementat1on of’qumerous form§ and kiwds of curricula. |
By far’the most common kind of a]ternative curriculum urrently bging esdoused

-
.

qua'h'ty., ‘ ,' - . \

-

.

|
is some variation of "open" education. ﬁThis literature\ydries greatly in - ) J
|

"At its worst it is little more than hortatory.. For instance, advocates

- e . . \ . . ce e
. of open education and whatever forms of alternative curricula it might imply
Q s ’ 3 o ’
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often seem to assume that open.educat1on is automatlcally better than other

kinds “of education. This assumpt1on is usua]]y based on the not1on that.open

éducation is more humane than whatever has gone before it and is therefore

better for all students. Whatever truth there might be in such beliefs, it-

is clear, nontheless, that not- everyone understanqs open education in the same '

¢

way. Nor is there consensus about what particular alternative forms of

curricula follow from what particular articles of belief about open education.
<& M

w1thout such consensus, the insights contained in the best of the 11terature on

curr1cu1a*a1ternat1ves are ndt easy to discern amid the general c]amor

In most Projects involving alternative curr1cu1a that we have observed, in

practice the burden thus falls on the teadher for bridging the gap between

s]ogans'and‘operational specifics. :Nhileksome teachers use this burden as

“a stimulus to thought and an opportunity t

ercise professional-initiative

\ s -
one . teachers may embrace the = = ~:

in mak1ng decisions, others f]ounder O

beliefs and rhetoric‘of open education nd et ma1nta1n antithetital <urricular

practices. On the other hand, teachers mhy‘adopt open forms\o;\EuFP?CﬁTaTr/‘;> e

Ja1ternat1ves but w1th 11tt1e or no insight 1nto why these might be used.

We think, therefore that in genera] terms there are four major

shortcomlngs 1n curreqt efforts to promote alternative curr1cu1a,,a1though not

Y

~

every author, curriculum deve]oper, or teacher is guilty of any one or all of*\

these;/,The first of these shortcomings is the failure to 11nk proposals for .
alternatlve curricula w1th thought about educational purposes For 1nstance,’
a]ternat1ves are often neqat1ve1y based that is, they are reactions to a
prevailing curriculum but are not rooted in careful consideration of what .

schooling should be tor.,'Often some very reasonable operational specifics are ]
1
|
|

o?fered.jbut without,a carefully considered view of epistemology, of human

nature, of\% role of schooling WW the broad range of/human

purposes eduoat::n serves. ' '

PN
~
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can be'differentiated with more specificity. than "open" or "closed", than
._part1c1pants in pr03ects employing aEEernat1ve curr1cu]a have only two options,

\’ diminished.

alternatives. Curricula which on the surface appear te-be very different may

The second of these shortconings 1s;the failure adequately to difféerentiate
in actua]ity be very similar; those which appear to be similar may in actuality
be’different. When curricula are not adequately differentiated, not only can much
'confusion about programs ensue out comparative research may be conducted on a ’ ;
faulty basis (Charters and Jones, 1973), and research findings may be misleadina.

The third of these shortcomings is the failure to offer more than one
rea¥ alternative ‘to a prevailing curriculum. Clearly, curricular alternatives

*

"humane" or “1nhumane", thip "child- centeﬁed" or "subject- centered" When

A3

the range of effective cho1ce which mfg‘t_gg,open to them is cons1derab1y

The fourth of these shortcdmings is the failure to provide means by

_which a]ternatives may be made available for both students and teachers.

AN

differentiated). This denia]_often 1¢ads in turn to the erroneous and?

wh11e some cognizance has been taken of the idea that students differ greaﬂ]y
in the1r desires and needs for structured env1ronments and spec1f1ed outcomes,
almost .no attention has been pand t0‘the same problem for teachers. How } 1
well prepared profess1ona]]y are they for curr1cu]ar a}ternat1ves7 To wh;t 4
extent does’ part1c1pat1on in d1fferent a]ternat1ves requ1re differences i
be]1efs and value systems7 Such quest1ohs, especially for teachers, havel not . ‘ 1
been ngquate]y discussed in the Titerature. ~ . - 1
A number of unfortunate consequences arise from thése shortcomingj
The estab]1shment of s1ng]e negatively based, alternatives without adequate i
|

consideration of basic issues includes the np]1c1t denial that curr1cu]a

~ . - i
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creates the strong tendency for all practices (including "alternatives?] ¢

to revert back to prevailing curricular norms. This tendency seems parti-

cularly pronounced when the'prevailino curriculum is based on the technological

w

assumptions implicit in the Tyler rationale. Additionally, since this kind
of piecemehl.assembly of curricular alternatives is seldom based ,on a real

quest1on1ng of preva1]1ng educational purposes, it seldom leads to the
1.
development of vision about' educat10na1 purposes. Curr1cu1um po]1cy, therefore,

tends to remain pieceme51, and consequently, "new" curricular alternatives
are dlsplaced by ever newer more fashionable a]g;nﬂat1ves, regard]ess of
R Whether new curricula can be d1fferent1ated fron?o1d IncreaSIng cred1b111ty
s thus lent to the oft-repeated charge that ‘educators are fqddists.

; :
On a more prosaic level, few schools seem touched in any fundamental
AN

way. Fox\ih:tance anue]ternative school or cudrriculum may supbosed]y be \

-
Iid

based on som¢ form of "1h€1v1dua11zed" instructfon. In fact, very few

-
teachers or adm1n1strator§ in any Amer1can schools of today would be willing

to admit that they do not ihdividualize the programs of their students.

However, the practica]'outcomes of individualization is often reflected

only in the speed of students moving through institutionally

. obJect1ves and materlals Or, students with reading prob]ems aré hurri
: 'y

through some sort of “mush" which does not adequately respond to e1ther the
needs of the subject, .or. thevneeds of students, to use their minds. The form
of thls 1nstruct1on ﬁg often similar for all students who are literate:
prev1ew ass1gned mater1a]s, pre-test, read mat§:1als, post-test, individual

help, re-test. Large group instruction, group activities, and group projects

. 1

1. He are not suggesting that Joseph Schwab's nchfamous notion pf "the
practical" (with its espousal of "p1ecemea1"xvearrangement of curricular
elements) is faulty. We &ce suggesting thatfas gt 'the practical" has -
not been adequately and intelligently incorporatedidnto the alternative
curricula movement. . LA .

6 “- )\ .




are not "good", while for some kinds of learnings, at some times, for -some

.

T students, they may represent “"alternative" curricular forms which‘provide

the most desirable kinds of experiences. On the other‘hand, the kind of

-,

individualized curriculum we have just described hardly seems a significant

) ' departure"from what schools have always done and therefore seems an aJternative

~—

in attenuated form only. ’ o

. The open education movement itself seems to have crested and may » »
a]reedy be on the wane. It Tike so many 1nnovat1ons before f% has net
iéolved the problems it was(supposed-to so]ve apd probably has not brought -
many curricular alternatives to many schoals. {It may have created more
headaifes (1iterally, in some very "open" env1ronment9 than it has a]]ev1ated
" ¥et, if open educat1on embodies some kind of basic curriculum type that
exists along a continuum then it must be considered as valuable for some’ A

but not- qi& teachers, for some but.not all students, for some but not all

of the.t1me.k This cons1derat1on means that any curricular a]ternat1ve

should be considered valuable only in terms of ‘the specific use to wh1ch

co s . . .~ . o , c s s

it is put consistent with the specific purpose for which it is meant. For
.instance, in reconsidering individualized instruction,~one must not consider -

’:‘speed to be the only dimension on which individual students can be treated

differently. One must also consider larger questions about-what individual

’ students might be Tike both in.school and long after their‘yeérs of form;?~ —
schooling are hehind them. - .

What we are suggesting is that~the‘greatest overa]] fa1]ure of the
current movement to promote open schools ;Hq alternative curricula (as

P

T ref]ected in the specific shortcom1ngs we habh noted) is the failure to
prov1de individual students w1th a broad range of clearly.differentiated

curr1cu1ar ]tennat1ves wh1ch<may be free]y chosen accord1ng to individual

puUrpos This is not to say that,ell alternatives and all purposes are’
. . . R .
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equally valuable; therefore, this is not to diminish the educator's crucia]
role in clarifying both alternratives and purposes=and in offer%ng guidance
in making choices. Nor is this to say that alternative curricula can exist
only in alternative schoo]sﬁ In fact we suggest that the best education .
tends to take place when a]ternat1ve forms of curricula exist side-by-side

within the same school, and even within the same classroom. Permitting

this kind of diversity within one distri¢t is difficult enough for school .

administrators, yet ye are advocating a further and more difficu]t steb, that

such diversity be encourgged even demanded ‘within each school and classroom.

- -

Obviously, we welcome the k1nd of healthy diversity and,pluralism that many

educators now recommend and the educational, social, and oo]itica] ben9§its -

‘ thgt such diversity and p]ura11sm may bring, but we th1nk that efforts-which

promote them in attenuated form represent something less than total health.
In effect, then, in this paper we are urging educators to adopt a
comprehensive view of the nature of educational purposes and their rela-

3

tionship to curricular alternatives, to develop a theoretical and practical

basis for differentiating alternatives, to provide each student with a range

of clearly differentiated alternatives, and to develop a rationale.for how
students and teaeﬂg;s may freely choose alternatives. While this paper
focuses on the second of these four tasks, ?t touches on each of* the other
three ;

" Let us now illustrate some of the forego1ng points and perhaps a few
others by briefly and se1ect1ve1y rev1ew1ng some of the better 11terature on

. . . ‘ ‘ /- . . .
alternative curricula and open education. ‘




‘specifically on alterfativ

N N . LY
ends and common means,” "common ends and alternative means

a

, Literature on Alternatives

Much of the literature is concerned with sogpwhat d%neraf description -
of basic but global characteristics of alternative curricula or open

education. As such, this literature is meant primarily to familiarize

-

: . v , o
readers with the parameters of these alternatives to traditional or ’

v
conventional forms of schooling. ~For instance, Walberg and Thdmas (1972)

analyze the literatuie on open education and identify eight “themes" which

emerge: provisioning of materials, humaneness, diagnosisy. instruction,
evaluation, profess1ona1 growth, self- per eption ef teachers, and %

assumptions about ch11dren and the process of ]earn1nq This stud& clea rly
A r N
prOV1des some va]uable foca] points_for d1scern1nq/9)ternat1ves in education

but does not deal with a]ternat1ve curricula oer/gé. Glatthorn (1975)

N .
. . .
- , . .
. . . . . . .. . 3 .

degcribes a“wide variety of curricular patterns which exist'in alternative
\ ° AY . v ! Pl

_schools, e.g., unstructured learning, open c]éssuooms, skills exchange

curricula, core, mini-courses, etc. While description of various patterns

¢

+

of curricular organization is valuable in its ‘own right, Glatthorn does not

suggest whéiher certain patterns themse]ves,\or thei
* "
schools, or something else defines a]ternat1ve\curr1cu1a Goodlad et al.

W in alternative
>

(1975) prov1de a comprehens1ve\n!w of the qeneral movement toward a]ternat1ves

\

in educat1on, root1ng the movement in somqrh1stor1 al perspective, in a )
ed1ct1on about the ‘.

description of #fle cOrrent cultural milieu, and in

w N \
futur;g\ The gr atest .strength of this book’ perhap§\1s that 1t seriously ~
questions prevai\ing educat1ona] purposes. However, - 1t does not focus

curricula, nor explicate a model a]tnouqn

Goodlad's own four-part "typology of edycational alternatf\qs“ of "common

alternative

\
(U1}

ends and alternative means," and "self-selected, open ends and means,

B -
'
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A second concern which dominates much of the 1{ eS;ture is with the

effects of open education. Contrary to the resufts?o{‘a number of studies

» . A . ’

S - which find advaqtéges far open education in terms of affect, Wriqht (1975)

réports traditional education as promoting both higher achievement and

A - lower anxiety among elementary students. -Hhilg these results are
. ‘) , *
. iptere ting, particularly since they raise questions about the demands

"openness" may make on students the study does not_attempt to prov1de

x4
well art1cu1&ted model of open educat1on nor of alternative curr1cu1ar

forms.J:Egste1n and ﬁEPartland (1975) feport small but s1qnificant’advantaqu‘
for open education, whighﬁiﬁey identify in terms of this definition: "an

} - open environment school is one in which many alternative activities for

> studénts are permitted, in which alternatives available correspond to
’ )

- differences 'among students in théir needs and interests, and in‘wﬂjch

students share résponsibility for selecting assignments, supervisina proaress,
T P : *

and setting goals"(p. 2. Emphasis in the orginal). This definition:is useful,

we think, for it does bégin to suggest a coherent re]ationship between open
education and alternative curricular forms. ubstbury (1973) suggests tKat,

, wh1]e convent1ona1 classrooms permit teachers no real f]ex1b111ty, they also
are superior_.in terms of control of “coverage," "mastery," and.“manaqement."~
Only in terms of "affect" do open classrooms seem}superior. Westbury concludes

that new "technologies" are needed which promote control of coverage, mastery,

e

and management in open c]assrooms, and he affirms that such control can be made
o consistent with a kind of "1ntu1t1on1st“ _epistemology dr an ep1stemb1ooy af
guestioning suggested by Polanyi and Dewey. Clearly, such ep1stemo]oq1ca]

questions are of crucial importance for advocates .of open educa;ion. However,

» = ¢
Fi [

10 o
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while these studies directed toward the effects of open‘education or

alternative curricula thus raise important issﬂes, they also illustrate what

is true of the literature at 1arge§’ they compare the effects .of only two

broadly defined alternatives traditional and open, rather than compar1nq

"the‘effects of a full range of carefully def1ned and d1fferent1ated

alternative curricula. o B

. - RN
A third general concern which is present’in a relatively small )

propoztion of the literature devoted to open education and alternatives is

absdt the kinds ‘of questions we have mentioned above those-dea1§no with the

[PUS— - *

des1rab111ty and the w0rkab111ty of 5uch a1ternat1ves These questiofs may -
or may not be the dominating concérn of a study.. For 1nstance,\Rathbone
(1973) Jidentifies and explicates four organlzatlpna] features of open
education: space, t1me, group1ng, and instruction, but he acknow]edqes that
conflicts may arise over whether or to what.extent teachers or students’ do * -
the organizino | In'discussinq this point he suggests , “"yet to understand the
approach of most open educat1on teachers to the 1ssue of setting exp]1c1t
curricular obJect1ves, one must bai5‘1n m1nd that 1t 1s perfect]y poss1b]e to

ma1nta1n rather f1xed ultimate goa]s, while at the same t1me a]]ow1ng >

cons1derab]e da11y flexibility with regard to shortsterm obJectlves“ (pv 534).
r e .
We cannot suggest ilhat Rathbone is correct in this COnclu51on without

considerably further inquiring into the kind of ultimate goals he has in

n

mind, but here he has explicitly raised a fundamental questiofh-about the

\

nature of choice and'dohtrod. Later in the paper he raises sti}l another

¢

central question, suggest1ng that openness in itself may be dysfunctlona]

for some students and thgt open educatnon, therefore may not be. the.onlv
~
uapproprlate curricu]ar mode] Such quest1ons c}early are the dom1natanq
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= classrooms are:spread along,a humane Inhumane continuum: te
1} hd (" . .
1 have/been in -some open c1assrooms that seemed Tike the b1essed
, ideal of yhat schools should,be 1ike in terms of superior, humahe
teaching-'and learning; and I'have been in open. c1assrogms that
could be compared only to the back wards of -an unreformed mental .
hospital. Likewise, I have,also.been in trad1tvonal ¢Tassrooms
— . _that could be described. in very much the same fash1on, at both
' ¢ . ends of the/sea]e (pp. 466- -467) X
He further suggests that there may be- qreat d1fferences amona students in the1r
_ ¢ - '
need for structure part1cu1ar1y d1fferences in temoerament, and recommends

“\\\\\\\ai students be given 3 choice about k1nds ‘of c1assrooms p]us the freedom

%

to move back and forth on the basis of their’ exper1ence He concludes ’

. U]t1mate1y, the process of formu1at1ng, conduct1m04 and 1nterpret1nq

" ‘open education reSearch must come to grips ‘with the question of -’
values. . . . WUhere open classrooms are establishéd as a school-
wide pol1cy without offering a cho1ce they are an invitation to
disappointment, (p. 467)

3

Questions dealing with this third general cqQneern are .also discussengn
. ! Y ) ; f
articles not directly a part of the literature on open edycation. Hunt (1975)

o

suggests that g wide variety of Student se1ected’tasks\m5§‘be a principal basis”

for ‘open classrooms or altérnative curricula but that the'effects on ¢lassroom
¥ L4 M . . - - *

atmosphere of the systems of beliefs.of teachers may be eyen. more’imbortant'

~ .

At the very best, he suggest§ that open education w11] not be an, 1mprovement

-unless teachers are given the opportun1ty to devolop the art of foster1no and

dimplementing 1t Ke]]y (1975) po1nts out how any curr1cu1um consists of

aesthetic d1mens1ons wh1ch students’ respond ‘to by deve]op1nq persona]
¢

mean1ngs, but‘within a ranqe governed by a context and by ,the nature of the -

’

curr1cu1um Still, s1nce any mean1ng has a persona] dimension, Kelly - notes,
p\]1near 1051ca1 cont1ngen may be 1napproprﬂate in ‘open? " curr1cuﬂa*based
i ] on pr1nc1pals [teachers ahd students ] percept1ons‘ mot1Ys, and-mean1nqs

- .-

of expernence " (pp 94,95) W1111s and Allen (1975), 1nvest1gat1ng the '

d1mens1ons and patterns of students responses to curr1cu1a, report that

"’.,5 ,J.o . Al

althouqh some common patterns emerqe students respond to curr1cu1a w1th :

-

»
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-considerab]e diversity and individuality. For- 1nstance, on on]] one occasyon

S \\
respond rough]y in conmon (1n terms of two d’1mens1ons, 1nvo1'vemen;‘and

eTahon) to common currmu]ar structures.” Poss1bTy this f1nd1ng 1nd1cates

that teachers are faced with.a perbaps hopeless and r1d1cu10us.task if they

)

attempt to discern and meet student needs on a daily bas1s w~1th1n a single

- .

curr1cu1ar a]ternatwe, eyen if tph’at a]ternatwe is open educatmn . Finally, ~

. Apple and K1ng (1976) suggest(that the soc1a1 as-,we]l' as t
- t f’ - '\
meamng of schoo’l experiencezis probl-ematic Thex raise a

.

about how schoo]s may serve to remforce ex1si:1nq 1n§¢4t’utiona arrangrents.

"individual

st of questions

in soc1ety, ﬂartmu]ar}y thoSe ?rlh1ch ‘serve as a means of' soc1a1 contro] »

Could, therefore, open educatons~be rebeﬂm"g‘aqamst the 1nst1tut1ona11zat1on _°‘°

of "socia1 contro] in the‘tradétionai ,Erés;?réomv ~:wi.ﬂ they event‘ﬁaﬂy vpecon\ae 1 e ,
coopted by such 1nst1tut1ona11zat1on :n the1r own c]assrooms" Such ques'twns

are d1ff1cu‘rt but .sure1y open eddhtmn an~d a]temative,,curriouh will

”» vo» ~ R

neither be. humane nor of social s/aloe"}f they se:‘ve in the long.run merely to-
# v et N ”

replilate, rather thah to. 'ﬁtpiove; theé prevaﬂmg culture.

.
n

The kinds of quest1ons taised’ ESPE.CiBHy by, App]e anJ ngr]ead d1rect1y
v,
'into.the fourth, genera] concern, whtch is identified wfth real soohzsncatwon

in.on]y a ve_r\y‘smal] prdportion of the 1iterafure on open education and

: alternative cu'rricuPa sThis concern s with what we might call metacr1.t1c1sm

“ -

and ideo]ogy FoF 1nstance Denton (*1975) suggests that in aenera] the hopes _ )

ef open educators are genume and ‘well founded ‘byt that shar1ng the s{rhe D

wor]d view, as trad1t1ona1 educa'tors and most]l 1cf|ormg h1story and o .

ep1stemologg?’ they teJ] the teacher little that is new “merely to be a bettér
N
apphed psycho]ogast or soc1o]og1st or% concentra*.on affeot ‘rather than .
< 1, \ -~ /;
cogn1t1on. None_theless,-desp1te these failures in the movement, Denton sees .

v - >

.‘" "'- ‘t‘ | . ‘. '}‘ . . | .{. ,“‘\’/\




‘, . for wh1ch open educators search is by Macdonald (1974). Bas1ca11y, this

-

~12: ya

open educators gropfng‘ﬁhe1r way from ca]cu1at1ve, reduct1on1st1c th1nk1ng

/
toward meditative th1nk1ng and understand1no Yet, to give substance to

L.c

their longings, they mMust develop a new world view or myth;dDentbn )
" believes, one he describes as akin to religious, "a new mode of perceotion, ’

a mode_ whlch brings the sacramental world of partitipation 1nto viegs"

(p 40§) e . % _ .

%

Perhaps the best expre551on of th1s new myth, ideoloagy, or wor]d view ¢°

e oY

.
”transcendenta] development ideology” ,is a way of 11nk1ng and~d9{nq 3ust1ce '

to the struchures of both the outer world and oné's 1nner exoerlence a]though

( ne1thér k1nd of structure is regapded as lknear or f1xed Macgona1d Suqqests

b4

<

thaté%he aim of educatlon should be a."centerlng" of the person in the world;

center1ng," he notas, "is~a Ruman exper1ence fac111tated in many ways by a

re11g1gus att1tude‘when this att1tude encompasses the search to f1nd oug

.

1nner being, or to comp]ete ont's awareneSs of who]eness and mean1ng as a

person " (p 104) In this $ense, the curr1cu1‘um‘ 1tse1f becomes a*transactwn
between~the bersen and the outer world faC111tatfnq ‘the kind of implicit:«

uﬁderstand1ng Macdona?d descr1bes as “1ndwe111ng" (p 113), an understandqnq : N

f

,mh1ch 1s a?so a dikéct encgagement w1tp the world, . ¥ .. ¢

3

we §ubm1t that the lnterature we have rev1ewed represents an 1nte111qent

. approach to the concerns described, but, v1rtua11y buried within the welter

" of genera11y weaker® material .that ha$ appeared in recent years, it stilt ‘
. ¢ s )

leaves much work tg be done in a]]ev1at1ng the‘shortcom1nqs we have

-

'f'1dent1f1ed we repeat that the greatest s1ng]e fa:]ure of the current

movement for a]ternat1ve curr1cu1a is the fa11ure to prov1de 1nd1v1duaT

e

students with a broad range of c1ear1y d1fferent1ated curr1cuIar a]ternat1ves ]

<

which may be free]y chosen accordlng to 1nd1v1dua1 purposes As a part1a1 W= T .

P ~

~corrective we offer, next, a br1ef descr1pt1on of three bas1c arranoements for -
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curricular alternatives and of our sudgestions th%t theése alternatives gan

4 be differentiated on the basis of the choices they perm1t first, in

' determ1n1ng a cdrr1cu]um and, second,-in carry1og out a curr1cu1um.
e . ‘ - »
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A Model :

Ny .

The primary theoretical conSideration§ for differentiating a]ternative

curricula can be inferred fr genera] model developed by Joseph C. Grannis
"*‘-41912)“§Qr121na_iy ub]ished in 1967 /this essay explicating the general
model thus represents one of the eariiest efforts directed toward prov1ding

! .

insight into the most recent open educational movement 'in this country
_Grannis identifies three spec1fiﬁ\and prototypicai mode]s that Américan schools
have been based uoon.' These he cdlls the "fami]y"'school, the Jfactory"
school, and the “corporation” sohooi While perhaps iew, if any, pure examp]es
" of each of these prototypes actually exist the thr‘modeis clearly- embody . /
fundamenta]]y distinct eurricular and educationa1 alternatives BaSicaliy L
". put, the eddcationai activities in each of ‘these kinds of schoo]s are patterhed
': on, the socjal relationships which exist in tke kind of institution from-whith
. that prot?type derives its mame. Gramnis's main point is that-Schoois can - ;

Sl

: T

‘be organiged according to a variety of social mode]s ‘ ',' : v
e family school was originaliy described by John Dewey in The

School and Socxety It arose in colonial Anenica as the, school took on

more and more of the functions that had traditionaiiy been carried out by

‘the family. Nonethe]ess, the institution of the schoo] was ‘not sharp]y

in many of the same patterns and for many ~of the sate reasons Jiﬂierent in
family life in an agrarian society, The ideal home and the ideal schoo]

.- a - ‘-, v ’e \

-

distinct from the institytion of the famiiy, and schoo]ing was carried on R 1

2. Joseph C. Grannis, "The Schooi as a Model of Soc1ety,“ originaily\published
‘in Harvard Graduate School of: Education Assoc1ation Bulletin 21 o2 v
' (FalT, 1967): 15-27. ¢ , N

- . N
4 s - —— . )
. —
. ‘ - [
. .
.
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_were Botg miniature 1aborat6%ies where the child could carry on under\\
frienqu guidance inquiry %nto problems arising initially from hi; -
practical concerns. The school gxisted prjmarily to extend and deepen
the inquiﬁ?’fﬁ ways which were not readily accessible in the home.

As Grannis pofnts out, the main advantage of this kind of school i
seemingly that it enhances "the integrity of the child's se]f-conqept in

relation to other individuals and to the world around him" (p. 150), and,s

~

therefore,

. ?i Qur terming th1s a fam1]y model emphagizes the 1nt1mate
. manner of the children's learning w1t and from each — T~
other, and the teacher's nurturing ro e as one who shares
with the children certain interests and occupat1ons, wh
provides materials and settings for the children's growth
and who facilitates the children’'s_solving of problems
.that develop essentially out of their own 1ife in the
« environment created' for them. {p. 148)

Cremin (1964) describes a number of dutstanding schools that were eésentia]]y
family schoo]s, such as Marietta P1erce Johnson's Organic Schoo] in the

early ]900 s in Fairhope, A]abama (pp 147-153)

] a
The factory school arose‘out of Aperica‘s response to industrialization

AN — ' ) ¢

and urbanization, and this model we aT1 are familiar with. Grannis describes

it unsympathet1ca]]y )
Students in a factory school classroom are gLnera11y found
working on identical material at a uniform pace. Identical
grading standards are presumed to be applied to all the °
students, -though in practice there are great discrepancies
in their application to different students, or in their
. application to different performances by one and the same
4 student on various occasions. Much of the work is assign
and recite, and the pattern of dialogue is often rote
. . teaching. Students in the factory school-do not get to
" see the teacher "do things" that matter to the teacher
) himself, except teach, nor do they“see the teacher work1ng
‘ ~ " on his own questions. {p. 150 .

. Students are, encouraged td\thlnk in terms of a crude. standardlzatlon of

N . 17
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products, an¥ in terms of effort, reward, and‘competition. Collaboration

is very limited, and-a puni%ive atmosphere prevails. Clearly, the factory : .

a

school is still a dominanf model in American education today, existing
in relatively pure form at least in the composite pictures drawn of urban

classruoms-by reformers and critics.

-fff/rThe corporat{on school arose out of and is in effect an imitation of

the increasing rat1ona]1zat1on and bureacrat1zat1on of, forms of organization.

in contemporary life. Accord1ng to Grann1s, the corporat1on school is * »

- re]at1ve1y’1mpersona], it is character1zed by decision-making hierarchies,

Ay

differentiated staff1ng, and the use of spec1a]1zed skills and technology.

~

It 1nc1udes both team teach1ng ahd non-graded character1st1€s /1§et . .
While team-teaching @lone does not necessar?iy recogn1ze
the different interests and capacities of students, it
does do so when combined with a vertically ‘non-graded
l(ﬂ‘ scheme. This is especially true if the scheme doel not™’
* simply locate the students along various strajght-tine
cont1nua, but allows them to diverge and to coricentrate more .
in one area of study than in another. The corporat1on

- -

school tends to develop an elaborately. differentiated . {
. scheme for evaluating and reporting students' progress, .

and it often involves the, students themselves in evaluatyon -

of their progress. It sets up contracts with 1nd1v1dua]

students for their work. Students and teachers are grgdped

in numerous ways fér various purposes, and complex ,schedules

evolve ta allocate the time and resources ‘of the school .

(p- ]53) - . - :
|
1
]
|
|
]
i
4
J
|
4

”
| T ] '
M ®

Grannis believes that there are two crucial questdons'thag must be '

asked about this type of school, "How much and what kind .of contrd] do

-,

I

the students themselves have over their act1v1t1es? And what kinds of

feetings and attachments deve]op between the students and_the tgacheds
and dmong the students themselves?" (pp. 153-154) It daes seem clear

that the corporation schaol may promote, at the veryz1east, detached

inferpersonal relationships, and perhaps, at worst, outright altenation

. 1

18
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and other forms of-severe,-contemporary~socia1 malaise. Perhaps the best
R exdmp]es of corporation schools are manx/of the mgdern, comprehensive
elementary dnd seconda?& schools whicn'sprang ub in affduent suburban CQQ?uni- s

—

ties. during the 1950's and 1960's.
Gnannis's three prototypicaﬁ mgdels represent a broad range of

educational alternatives and, we’thﬁnk, curricu]ér alternatives. Today,

educators who are concerned with promoting such things as diversity, cultural
p]ufalism, innovation, and open or informal practices are generally attempting

to move away from the factory model A major qdestion that remains, however,
13s whether this change will be predominantly goward the family or towand the
corporation deel.\ Qur observations have convinced us that often:the aspirations
“and sometimes the rhetoric of such educators are eonsisttnt with the family

model but that many times the organizational forms and specitic c HESSTOON..
practices adopted are consistent yith the corporation model, indeed when there

is any real change at all. T . .
. The difficulties of putting into practice a fu&+~¢angg\gf reel '
educational alternatives are thus not to be nnderesttmated; nonetheless,

as we have suggested there seem to be two principal criteria upon which to ,
clearly d1f erentiate the curricular alternatives 1mp’1c1t in the specific

models identified,by Grannis. These are the degree of choice each model
\permits the individua]xstudant, first, in determining the curriculum and,

second in carrying out the curriculum,. Put a slight]y different way, these -

alternatives can be d1fferent1ated on the basis of the degree of freedom

they permit the student in originating the curr1cu1um and in se]ectxng the

methodo]ogy for rea11z1ng the curriculum. ° o ) : . , e

‘

In the factory schoo] the student is in @ position ana]ogous to a

¥ L
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worker ip factory. Neither the student nor the worker - .

ord1nar11y part1c1pates directly in 'de]iberatioa concerning either

the general purposes of the organization or the spec3t1c conditions under

which individuals presumab]e contribute toward the fu1f11}ment of ‘those

purposes. Both are in essentially a "take it or leave it" situation;

only the factory worker can quit his job, whereas mést:étudents are bound ',/? .

by compu]sory attendance laws. ' o Co oo
The corporation school perm1ts the student somé freedom to act in ‘

accordance with his own interests, but usya]]y this freerm is confined to

qecisions concerning méthodology. ‘Just as an emp]oyee Qf;a complex modern

corporation’ordinari]y has Tittle say in determining gen;ral purposes, .

- the student rarely has a voice fn setting curriéu]ar norms, a1though

both emp]oyee and student may be relatively free 'to reach spec1f1ed norﬁg

in ways of” the1r own choosing. The curr1cu1um of the corporat1on schoo]

then, is ordinaril) selected primarily accord1ng to a social needs cr1ter1on,

and even when an individua] needs criterion is invoked; the school rarely

makes the student.an active partner in déciding what he needs to kmow or do.

.

~

To the extent.to which the family school can be based upon perhaps

somewhat idealized relationships within a harmonious fami]y; the student
., 1 K ‘
is-an active participant in setting both purposes and methods of realizing .

2

those purposes. Furthermore, -within a family group, members ordinarily
have a more direct say and a more active.interest in- Jo1nt1y dec1d1ng

purposes and methods tiran do memb f a ;p]at1Ve1y 1mpersona1 organ1zat1on |

omote democratic and f]exiBTe decision-
‘ .
making, for fam1}y«dec1s1ons can be made or changed persona]]y, even

Additionally, fam11y membershfp may

wh1ms1ca11y Dec1s1ons can-be made wigh reasonab]e dispatch, and changes,

even failures, are subjected to 1ess harsh sanct1ons than are,qbanges uitﬁiﬁ?—-~—-_

0’ AN
\

bureacrat1zgd 0rgan1zat1ons.
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- Given Grannis's descriptions of these three models of schools, and
‘ . i C - i 'y R
given the differences in freedom of choice‘abouggcurricula_permitted the -

* student by these models, on what basis‘can we recommend that these models

14 W

represent a range of alternative curricula that be made available to students

-

within any district, any school, even any classroom? How can such alternatives

exist within the same classroom? Is not the family model, which seems to

maximize choice and autenomy, superior to the other two? :

- ) These are difficult and important“questions, but they can be answered
both clearly anq incisively, we think, by considering that we have thus
- “far Beedldescr%bing choice at two different levels. It should be clear™
that within the three models t;ere are differing degrees of choice about -
originating and carry1ng out the curriculum ava11ab]e to the:student,
this peint should present no d1ff1ey]ty. However, whereas‘Good]ad suggests
that "self-selected, oben ends add means, 1nc1ud1ngathe_freedom of not
£ ' de11berate1y choosing” represent basically a fourth a]terqat1ve (to his
prev1ous three, which seem to correspond closely to Grannis's three mode]s),
we believe this k1nd of freedom is an 1nd1speﬁs1b1e and encompassing context .
Yo" wWithin which any dec1s1ons/9bout spec1f1c models must bé made. This contextual
) freedom is the freedom yltglg_wh1ch - not ggggt_wh1ch - real
) choices of distinct curr1cu1ar a1ternat1ves ere poss1b1e. In effect, unless
the student has the.freedom of choosing or not choosing among well differentiated

N ~
models- of curricular alternatives, choices about specific curricular ends

-

apd means which\may be permitted within any one model are largely hollow.

It is sometimes difficult for us to understand why anyonhe who has

v

achieved a measure of autonomy or deve]oped the habit of thoughttu] reflection

FE—

about h1s dec1s1ons might freely choose a model in wh1ch curricular ends and

~- -

means are pr‘;cr1bed for him, yet many peop}e‘Ho ga1n added contro] ever the1r

¥
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Tives by freely submitti emselves to such situations. Perhaps this is
a paradox about the nature\of freeqom upon which freedom is built. It seems,

then, that none of Grannis's three models for curricular alternatives is .

necessarily either ethically or practicaT]y superior to the otherffﬁa for any

t

one person as long as a context permitting freely choosing among them is present.

As a practiéa] metter, this means that any teacher might make available

within any classroom a full range of curricular alterngtives (although this

is by no means easy to do) and carefulTy consult with _students about how

they wigh to choose among them. Such choice might als bg between alternative
classrooms wifhin a §ing]e school or alternative school$ within a single
district. While in describing the factory school Grannis has described
some’ of }he worst features in how wﬁat we might now call trad%tiona]‘éducation R
.often‘hés been carried out, 1t 1s thus by no means qgrta1n that most or any

of these ;eatures are present in traditional educat1on done we]] Recq111ng ‘
Friedlander' S remark about the humaneness and 1nhumqneness of both open and -
traditiopa] classrooms, we'a]sb.reca]1 many teacherg who, in situations thét

permitted students no real choice of curricular ends or’means, still with

considerable gracefulness carried out their role, ski]lful]y, sensitively, ,

and sympathet1ta1]y describing and somet1mes alter1ng\zﬁé\cgrr1cu1um .

Traditional educag\bn done we}f, we subm1t may be as likely as open educat1on'

to promote individual autonomy, but’ it is most likely to be pone well and R

!

it can be done completely ethically only in the éresence(of‘a context wh?bh

permits it to be freely chosen. Perhaps the most "open" c]assroom'ié, then, ;
one which encompasses all three of Grannis's alternatives. Providing a \
—,

context of freedom and a full range of curricular alternatives d1fferent1ated

as we have desct}bed_aé therefore-what the movement for alternative curricula 3

needs to concentrate on, not on how specific curricula are organized.




-21-

Grannis's model of three prototypical schools provides a means of c{early
differentiating curricular alternatives according to the degree of choice
each alternative permits the s%udent in originating and in carrying out the
curriculum.kzii_fiffffiPes themselves, as we have explicated them, assume
that students will have either nearly complete freedom or nearly no freedom in
choosing in these two matters. In practice, of course, a great many more than
these thre; prototypical alternatives are possible, for students will héve
va;ying degrees of freedom of choice. For instance, it is possible to have

a fourth alternative in which students largely determine the curriculum

“ -

but have little say in how it is carried out or implemented.

‘
0 ~
. [l
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Some Practical Considerations N

To these essentially theoretical considerations can. be added -
more practical considérations'by posing questions concern" what practitioners ‘

actually need to know in operationalizing these ‘atfernatives for curricula

and in matching.students with-appropriate alternatives or in helping students
choose appropriate aiternatives. We think these practical considerations

fall info four general groups: '(l)assumptions-about knowledae, human- nature,

, i ) .
and values, (2)specific operational methods employed-in—iAstruction and in,

discerning educational needs, abi]ities and -desires of students ' '

(3)arganizational character1st1cs of such things, as t1me space, materials,

¥ .

and subject matter, and (4)assumptions about and uses of evaluation. We also =~ <
l N\ . M . ’

admit to some dismay whenever we find attempts <o differentiate a]ternative

curricula on the basis of one or two of these genera] groupings on]y

Let us now cons1der ‘how these practical cbns1derat1ons app]y to. the -

three prototypes for alternative cyrr1cu]a identified within Grann1s s géneral
model. Aithough as actua]]y ehploye in schools there is-a great deal of

' overlap between these pract;caﬂ.cons1derat1ons \;e\tthk\theZ can be -
reasondb]y used by teachers in. 1dent1fy1nq a]ternat1ve curr1cu]a in operat1on a

1

Among the most 1mportan:13§§umpt1ons that must be made by an educator

are thosé dedling with the nature of knowledge, with human{nathre, and with
ithe sources of value of the educational proeess. In very general terms, the™ |

7

¢
educator most ]ikely to advocate the faptery school tehas td see Know]e&ge as ., 1
|

basically fixed (although probably accumulating) and, therg¢fore, to view sorte
- =g Y s
bits of knowledge as more worth knowing than others. He_ tends to see human -
/ » . , NI ' ‘ .
nature as fixed and requiring djrect intervention to insure many forms of ‘

e
}

_gesirableilearningj perhaps Qy'inc%easfn "motivation" or by deliberately '

de]imiting\sgme freedoms. He tends, to.sge the value of the ends toward

o
|

¥

|

.
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- Bas1ca]]y, the student is expected to 1earn how to fit 1nto soc1ety (hence,

. . . .
% < o . o "
. . ¢

y - . SN N
.7 ' N | N . °
TL03- . ‘
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wh1ch edu;at1on is directtd as_ be1ng more 1mportant than the value of. the

L

educatlonq] process 1tsle and these ends he probab1y v1ews as o+ BRI

H

predominantly ut111tar1an ahd soc1a]1y determined. In the factory schoo1

then, the curr1cu1um is subJect mat*er based on academic d15c1p11nes and

B 0%

Ipredetermnned. Most other values are 1mposed by society and -the structure

of the school. Al values are fixed andfh1erarch1ca1, and students must

' ~
; ,

be molded into conform1ty T .

The educator advocat1ng the corporat1on schoo] probab]y ‘tends :to .aaree
that know]edge Js fixed. However, he probab1y a]so views hdman nature as
such that students have spec1a] 1nterests and can take some 1nztnat1ve in
recognizing the%\\\he nature of socﬁety, however tends to. predom1nate>as
a source,and shaper of va]ues _%1n theucorporat1on school,

curr1cu]um is\still ]arqeiy based on academlc d1sC1p}1nes and predeterm19éd

then, thew

but the ut1]1tar1an .demands” of society may a1so shape the curr1c01um //

w

to adopt soc1ety s va1ues) but ¢he schoo] as an snst1tut1Qn recognizes

more than one way by wh1ch the student~may accompllsh th1s ‘ )
. Ah . . o [ ]

The educator most \e1y to advocate the fam11y school probab]y tends ce

to see knowledge as, chang1ng or at 1east squests thdt we can never really. o

¥ o

fknow which bits of know]edge are most worth knowanq
#

nature as such that ‘the 1nd1v1dua] 1s—suffic1ent1y mot}vated or ab1e to use’
)

most freedoms to accompllsh des1rab1e Tearning w1thout much dTrECt (although
‘ s

DN
.,

He/tends to see human

‘
/ t

perhaps w1th much 1nd1rect) 1ntervent1on He tends to’ see the 1ntr1ns1c ' L

va1ues of the edutational means as,at 1east as 1mportant as the value of the. / ‘

-

ends:, and the meaks are usua]]y viewed as 1nclud1ngr1nte1!ectua] °soc1a1 /

(,\

jemotlonal, and aesthetic. values and as be1ng bredom1nant1y 1nng1dua]]y

‘determ1ned In the family schoo] then, the curr1cu]um‘méy 1n e subJect

matter based on academnc d1sc1p11nes or shaped by ‘the nature of~soc§ety,, but

2'5
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the currTcu1um is not predeterm1ned "The funct1onS°of the. school tend to -

center on the 1ndiv1dua1 student and his deve]opmei;//'ance both studegi

and the process of know1ng are idipsyncratrics the cyericulum 3s emergent. ‘y jf
i Nh1]e d1fferenc€s in assumpt1;nsjmay in themse]ves make comparat1veiy “ﬁ i
’ '11tt1e d1fference 1n educat1ona] pract1ce, a key po1nt is for the educator\; { ;
N td" make operat1ona] dec1s1ons cons1stent with the assumpt1ons he ho]ds o
. Again in very general terms, the educat0r most likely to advocate the K -, .

factory school usual]y sees his role as one of insuring desirable ]earnlnq

- . through a process of relatively d1rect 1nterventTon ~-The factory schoo]
therefofg::jZopts cons1stent.operationa1‘specifics and usually focuses on
academic learning.- .For fnstance, students:are grouped to«fagi]itate such
1earning and are gubject te non-promotion for fai1ure to demonstrate .-

,accomplashment in academ1cs usually as measured by sfandard1zed tests. //

*

. s Ass1gnments are made to who]e groups of students in terms of sequenceé/of

subag t atter. Recitation is the predominant method, and-rote learning
. RN . LT - v

u%ten emphasfzed. .Teachers only teach. In general, a competitive,
~

guthothariéh, and pun1t1ve atmoSphere may prevail as adults make al

. ‘1 dec1s1ons

g ﬂ:*ﬁ o The=educator,advocafin§ the corporation;school.may see desirable

' #'-1 direct intervehtion for al] students. ' The corporatlon school may, therefore L
“ ¥ &

P s » 7

. xﬁk prov1de a: ser1 f d1f£\rent operations meant to’ ]ead bas1ca]1y to the same/
oK ‘QOal, i, e , various and f]ex1b]e forms of group1nq and 1nstruct1on ;eﬁm - .
" . teaching, etc. In general, the corporat1on school prov1des a/bT/rarch1ca]

//
structure of det1s1on mak}ng cons1stent wfth estab]}shed 1nst1tutlona] qoals

< 3.x

. and attempts to bureaucrat1ca1]y coord1natg,$pec1a]}zed functions of its

w * ]

.
N

W%:, "k staff, It may also adopt spec1f1c procedures meant to promote deve]opme t

’ "in terms of severa],h1erarch1es (cogn1t1ve7’ﬁora1) as well to promote’

o learning. “
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* The educator advocattng the family. schoo] sees his role ,as qu1te LT

compllcated for through a process of 1nd1rect.1nterve¢tlon only he ~ _—
) .

attempts to insure 1ess*but to suggest morg than other educators. The
W ‘ fam11y'schoo1,_therefore,.usua]]y a@opts a w1de vaﬁlety of operat1ona1
\\_., specifics wh{ch‘are'intended to p}omote the qua]it&‘of experiencinq, as .
" well as progress in deve]opmehta]-hierarchies and in academic learping. .
//f‘ ~ For instance, these methods'usua]]y.centéraaround activities'se1écted by

. stidents in terms pf their own interests. ‘Teachers, also, may engage in
'their ovn tasks, with opportunities _provided for students to join them.

3

Co]laborat1on between students*and between studeﬁ/s and teachers is ..

WY ’

encouraged -~ In general ‘any- method is seen_as ]egltlmate wh1ch serves to

J? meet broaden, or ‘refine’ 1nterests con51stent with genera] and flexible

views of 1nst1tuc10na1 purposes ! : «
T e . ° ' ’ ‘
The 0rgan1g;t10na] character15t1cs of such thlnqs as t1ne, space,

S

mater1als, *and subj ect matter ‘also tend to vary cons1derab]y between these -

three kinds of'schools cons1stent with the varying assumptlons of different
- educators.. In the factory school subject matter is broken down into parts
R L 4 ° L . * , -
7 o, and-arranged sequentially. Blotks of time are alloted for g}bup study of ,

each part of-the'sequence and materials are chosen, to reflect both-the

sequenc1ng of parts and the t1mc a]loted to each part .Space itself is

-

SImxlarly structured, Belng organlzed to conpartmenta11ze groups of

student% andfto encourage each member of any one group to foctis-on the %ame

‘ . ..

task at the same time,

-

ure usua11y'arranged more flexibly, to permit to a certain extent some ,

var1at1qp in the strictly 1og1cp] sequenc1ng of subject matter. Subject‘

J ¢ *
- matter’ is sz111 broken down and. arranged sequent1ally, but ordlnar11y several’

deferent sequences may be present, Tlme is s1m1bar1y arranged (for 1nstance,.'

;i, . In the corporation school, time, space, materials, “and subject matter 1
. | h , ,

1

1

I

1

1

1

: L

. - - - S - . . — -

‘ |

1




'approaches to diverse areas of subject matier. Hhi]e group ifstruction may
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modular scheduling) rmit individual students to proceed throuch a

*

. b ] L. . ¢ . .
sequence of their-choosing at some kind of suitable pace. Space and

materlals are s1m11ar1y se]ected and structured to encourage an
"1nd;x1dua112ed",hpproach to progress through set sequences, although

often group™instruction alsop exists in this -=school,
. . ' - 4

Pl ° * - -t r

In the family school, seldom are time, space, materials, or subject

.

' matter breken'down'and sequenced except by an ihdieidua13for his own "

purpéses. Materials are ordinarily chosen to encourage a wide variety.of
i ¢

ex1st in the fam11y school, gcggps ord1nar11y com° inrto existence

spontaneous]y and 1nformaI1y, to-pursue;grne common 1nterest QEf?ersh1p

" of groups fluctuates, and grpups tend to drop out of éxistence whem, ¢

. ‘-‘
common interests-are satisfied. Any part1t10n1ng of spacg or time is
[T YRR P ]
ord1nar11y 1ntended to meximtze the ab111ty of 1nd1v1dua1s to pursue their

‘ 1ntérests con51stent]y ulth the purposes and assumptions of the school.

~ Since different assumpt1ons in themse]ves do not necessar11y make

differences in practice, and.51nce in practice methods and modes of -

orqanizationé sométimes overlap, specific as;umptions about and uses of .

evaluation by the educator are another heans of comparing the e]ternative.,

.t

éhrricu1e embodied in Grannis's, three soecific models Iﬁ'the'factory

.

i;choo1 the educator aSSJnes that the bost education is the- most Ef‘1c1ent

in terms of promoting retention of the predetermined curriculum, and he

thus.eva]uates by determihina the degree to which outcomes specified as-
- . & .
deéfrab]e'prior to practice are realized after practice. Thus the factory

schdol,stresses'tdentipa1 standards and the quantity and rate of work a’

-

student produces. prdinariay, 4 few studemts are'pgrmitted to set the pace™

for each group while at least some students who are parficularly unable to
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keep ‘'up are expected to fail., ¥ . .. ..

In the éohborption'sghodT, the'tonsideratidhs»we have previously E -

described permit considerably more f]exibi]ity:in how evaluatioh can be

-

\\
conducted in practice Bas1ca11y, th1s means that the corporat1on schoo]

?:'
ordinarlly makes some effort to appra1§e the 1n31v1dua1 students rate of ‘
progress through the 1ndnv1dua] tasks he may be engaged in. However,

aside from this rather minor difference,-we are able to fiﬁd no essential

di fferences whatsoever between the factory &nd corporation schoo]s in i

e1ther spetific assumpt1ons about or uses of eva]uat1on

. Hh1]e the_egucator who‘advocgtes the family school obviously needs
carefully considered ‘ideas of ;hqt constitutes desirability, he cannot be
consistent with his assumptions abeut knowledge, human nature, and yatges

and still rely dh the ordinary mode of)evaluation Fer instance ’the hréc*ica]
cons1derat;ons listed above represent a vast and not necessar11y finite r;hoe
uf concern to be dealt w1th kt would be naive to suopose thgt all su:h

concerns can be cpecified, kept in mind, or out into practice simultaneously.

It would be egen more naive to suppose that so they should or that some can

be realized without creating circumstances that prevent the realizatign of.

. ) i . - :‘ N . . 1
others.  So, this educatqr assumes that at best eva]uat1on is an

-

approximation, but one which fe]1c1tous1y used can stx]] he}p rba11ze his
va]ues. Therefore, in the fam:]y school eva]uat1bn 1ncorporates a very 1arge

umber of checklists and multiple-criteria for mon1tor1ng the flow of almost

. a]] specﬁf1cs within the range of contern of the evaluator. Durina.practice,’
L ]

he constant]y refocuses his attention as circumstances and his own Judoment ‘

“seem to d1ctate and modifies practlces pr1mar11v to head off potent1a11y

-

negative s1tuat1ons which the process of mon1tor1ng has alerted him to.. He .

- -‘. Y

constant1y reformalates h1s eva]uatton as the process unfo]ds but finalizes

a . ‘e o« - *
. .. . .

-

R
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Bis Jjudgment only 1in l{ght of consideration of a broad and often

s, . ’

unpredicted range of outcomes, both positive and negative.‘*rn_this way,

the family school js able to include within an assessment a far broader

. range of criteria than either of the other two schools and to use these

)
\

criteria in a ?Jexib]e way to mod{fy'practicé consistent with the purpose

of maximizing the desirable results of student choice in determining and

g

‘ . - .

in carrying out the curriculum. In practice, this means that the family
school can simd]taneous]y stress both quality of work and idiosyncratic - -

and personal standards. :




“

)
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Conclysion .

In cone1usion,§we think this study is of edueationa1 significance for
four mé}or reedons. é@rst; identifying and differentiating three basic¢c prototypes
for currftu]ar a]terngttves and providiné an operational description
consistent.with eagh provides a theoretigal eornerstone for c]arifyjng an&
expanding curriculum rationa]es_and an Operat{ona1 cornerstone for edueationa1'
practice. Secend, tha study tends to refocus ?esearch in agd talk about
alternative gurricdja on primerﬁtconsiderations. In one sehse it mekes such
researchﬂpossible, for it makes available a means ?5#f21eah1y differentiaging
(hence, clearly comparing) aﬂthentic alternatives. Third, it tends to °- ’
shift curritﬁ]um policy from piecemeal assembly of a]ternatives to hropder
vision>about the social purposes of education.: Fouith,;it tehds to'heipsmahe
possible ahd to be consistent,withfq full range of ‘plausible alternative

{choices inherent in a healthy educational and cultural pluralism.

We .have suggested that the specific forms of organization of curricula

which are often stressed in the literature on alternatives are not good
differentia of real alternatives. We have suggested-that the best differentia

are the degrees of .choice permitted the'stqqent in practice and within a

-, specific institutiona] context in determining the currﬁcu]um and in carrying

out* the curriculum. The nature of freedom is far mare basic in determining

alternatives than are sBEClili\iizizlzat1onal forms . .
~ . +The a]térnatives we have tified are three points a]ong a continuum.
The needs and purposes of. any sehoo] system or any one student may or may

-

- not. be met by any one of these threek therefore we have insisted that

edusir:;rs should prov1de a broad range of currlcular‘a1ternatzves which may )

.
<.

DR g

be freely chosen aacordlng_to individual purposes We have . not suggested

that a11 alte;nattves are of _equal value, but each may have Some_value Y

’

..,‘ .- . . - 31 ) | R . /A;','




within a context that permits free choice among them.

‘

U1t1mate1y, how\g\peators treat alternative curricula depends on
how educators treat the much broqder issue of human freedam. About

freedom Macdonald (1972) has wr1tﬁ$
: <
Freedom is not po§i1b1e without cho1ce, and cho1ce is
impossible without viable alternatives:..In the end
freedom may be, as Dewey asserted many- times, a mental »
attitude. Yet this attitude cannot deve]op without
' the existence of many Opportun1t1es for. choos1ng and
. the leeway for exp]or1ng and experimenting a]ong
the way. (p. 7) ,
v SN .
In this psper we have mere]y touched the_su;face of ;Qg;ﬁature of freedom,
. What matters for alternative curricula, and for many other reasons is

o~ H

\“///‘\\hqy educators treat hé nature of human freedor in the 1ong’?un
- “\’ /
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